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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time niay be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )^ Responsive to connnnunication(s) filed on 3/4/2005 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)0 This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-24 is/are pending in the application, 
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6) K Claim(s) 1-24 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Original application filed 3/4/2005. 

2. Claims 1-24 are pending. Claims 1, 11, 12, 17 and 21 are independent claims and claims 
23 and 24 are newly added claims. 

3. The Amendment to the Specification to paragraphs 4-6 have been accepted 

4. This action has been made Final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Offlce action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-5, 8, 11, 17, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker et al. (herein after Baker) U.S. Patent No. 5,226,118 filed 
1/29/1991 in view of Haneda et al. (herein after Haneda) U.S. Patent No. 6,016,502 filed 
7/25/1996. 

In regard to independent claim 1, Baker discloses displaying simultaneously a first 
chart and a second chart (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26); and in response to the event, replacing the 
second chart with a third chart so as to display simultaneously the first chart and the third chart. 
(Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33) 

Baker does not specifically disclose detecting an event relating to the first chart. 
However, Haneda mentions related information (Haneda Col 1 1 Lines 45-48). It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to 
Baker, providing Baker the benefit of detecting related information for the benefit of displaying 
the charts correctly. 

In regard to dependent claim 2, Baker discloses the first chart is partitioned into a 
plurality of active regions (Baker Col 9 Lines 8-20); and the event includes a cursor control 
event relating to one of the active regions. (Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33 i.e. pointer) 

In regard to dependent claim 3, Baker discloses selecting the third chart from a 
plurality of charts based on the one of the active regions indicated by the cursor control event. 
(Baker Col 9 Lines 8-20 Lines 23-25 i.e. third menu 27-33 i.e. pointer) 

In regard to dependent claim 4, Baker discloses detecting another cursor control event, 
wherein other cursor control event relates to another one of the active regions; in response to 
the other cursor control event (Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33 i.e. pointer). 

Baker does not specifically disclose performing the steps of: selecting a fourth chart from 
the plurality of charts based on the other of the active regions indicated by the other cursor 
control event; and replacing the third chart with the fourth chart so as to display simultaneously 
the first chart and the third chart Hov^ever, Haneda shows charts (Figure 5 and Figure 11), 
v^hich certain rows can be deleted (Figure 7 and 8) and it is understood that certain rows can be 
deleted and the remaining rows can shift together. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, providing Baker the benefit 
of selecting and replacing or cutting and pasting certain rows to the user can easily compare the 
different rows. 
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In regard to dependent claim 5, Baker discloses wherein the event includes a movement 
of a cursor over the first chart, a movement of the cursor out of the first chart, or a click when 
the cursor is positioned over the first chart. (Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33 i.e. pointer and its 
understood that a user can click on an object or chart) 

In regard to dependent claim 8, Baker discloses a map element specifying an image 
map; a first image element referencing the first chart and the image map specified by the map 
element; and a second image element referencing the second chart; wherein the map element 
includes an area element that has an event attribute specifying replacement of the second chart 
with a third chart in response to the cursor control event. (Baker Col 21 Lines 24-40 and Col 9 
Lines 27-33) (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26) 

In regard to dependent claim 11, claim 11 reflects similar subject matter claimed in 
claim 8 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to independent claim 17, Baker discloses displaying simultaneously a first 
chart, a second chart, and a third chart (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26)(Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33). 

Baker does not specifically disclose in response to an event relating to the first chart, 
replacing the second chart with a forth chart and replacing the third chart with a fifth chart so 
as to display simultaneously the first chart, the fourth chart, and the fifth chart and in response 
to an event relating to the second chart, replacing the third chart with a sixth chart so as to 
display simultaneously the first chart, second chart, and the sixth chart. However, Haneda shows 
charts (Figure 5 and Figure 11), which certain rows can be deleted (Figure 7 and 8) and it is 
understood that certain rows can be deleted and the remaining rows can shift together. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda 
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to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of selecting and replacing or cutting and pasting certain 
rows to the user can easily compare the different rows. 

In regard to dependent claim 20, Baker discloses a first map element specifying a first 
image map; a second map element specifying a second image map; a first image element 
referencing the first chart and the first image map; and a second image element referencing the 
second chart and the second image map; a third image element referencing the third chart; 
wherein the first map element includes an area element that has an event attribute specifying 
replacement of the second image map with a third image map in response to an event (Baker 
Col 21 Lines 24-40 and Col 9 Lines 27-33) (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26) 

In regard to dependent claim 22, Baker does not specifically disclose wherein the event 
attribute further specifies replacement of the second image with a fourth image and replacement 
of the third image with a fifth image in response to the event. However, Haneda shows charts 
(Figure 5 and Figure 1 1), which certain rows can be deleted (Figxire 7 and 8) and it is understood 
that certain rows can be deleted and the remaining rows can shift together. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of selecting and replacing or cutting and pasting certain rows to the 
user can easily compare the different rows. 

7. Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12-16, 18, 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker et al. (herein after Baker) U.S. Patent No, 5,226,118 filed 
1/29/1991 in view of Haneda et al. (herein after Haneda) U.S. Patent No. 6,016,502 filed 
7/25/1996 as applied to claim 1 and in further of Linsey et al. (herein after Linsey) U.S. 
Patent No. 6,791,582 B2 filed 12/29/2000. 
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In regard to dependent claim 6, Baker does not specifically disclose receiving content 
and styling information for the first chart, second chart, and the third chart; based on the content 
and styling information for the first chart, second chart, and the third chart; and embodying the 
instructions in the computer-readable medium. However, Haneda shows charts containing 
information (Figure 5 and Figurell). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of selecting 
having rows that receive styling information required by the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose generating the instructions in the markup language. 
However Linsey shows a markup language having instructions (Linsey Col 3 Lines 1-15). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Linsey to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a markup language with instructions, 
which is compatible with web pages. 

In regard to dependent claim 7, Baker does not specifically disclose executing the 
rendering agent to load and render the information in accordance with the instructions in the 
markup language. However, Linsey shows a markup language having instructions (Linsey Col 3 
Lines 1-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to apply Linsey to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a markup language 
with instructions, which is compatible with web pages. 

In regard to dependent claim 9, Baker does not specifically disclose wherein the 
instructions in the markup language are embodied on a single web page. However, Linsey 
mentions a document displayed on a browser and it is know that a browser contains web pages 
(Linsey Col 29 Lines 1-19). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a web page 
compatible with browsers for the user to read. 

In regard to dependent claim 10, Baker does not specifically disclose wherein the step 
of replacing the second chart with the third chart is performed without loading another web 
page. However, Linsey mentions a document displayed on a browser and it is know that a 
browser contains web pages not reloaded (Linsey Col 29 Lines 1-19). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of having a web page compatible with browsers for the user to read. 

In regard to dependent claim 12, Baker discloses a map element specifying an image 
map; a first image element referencing a first image to be rendered in a first area and the image 
map (Baker Col 21 Lines 24-40 and Col 9 Lines 27-33) (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26). 

Baker does not specifically disclose a second image element referencing a second image 
to be rendered in a second area; wherein the map element includes an area element that has: a 
geometry that overlaps at least part of the first area and does not overlap the second area; and 
an event attribute specifying replacement of the second image with a third image in response to 
an event. However, Haneda mentions a similar event (Haneda Col 9 Lines 1-18). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to 
Baker, providing Baker the benefit of overlapping and replacing images important for display to 
the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose the geometry specified by the shape attribute. 
However, Linsey mentions a similar event (Lindsey Col 27 Lines 10-40), It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of having a shape attribute for display to the user. 

In regard to dependent claim 13, Baker discloses wherein the event includes a 
movement of a cursor. (Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33 i.e. pointer) 

Baker does not specifically disclose the geometry specified by the shape attribute. 
However, Linsey mentions a similar event (Lindsey Col 27 Lines 10-40). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of having a shape attribute for display to the user. 

In regard to dependent claim 14, Baker discloses movement of the cursor into the other 
geometry specified by the other shape attribute. (Baker Col 9 Lines 27-33 i.e. pointer) 

Baker does not specifically disclose another geometry that overlaps at least part of the 
first area and does not overlap the second area; and another event attribute specifying 
replacement of the second image with a fourth image in response to another. However, Haneda 
mentions a similar event (Haneda Col 9 Lines 1-18). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, providing Baker 
the benefit of overlapping and replacing images important for display to the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose the geometry specified by the shape attribute. 
However, Linsey mentions a similar event (Lindsey Col 27 Lines 10-40). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of having a shape attribute for display to the user. 

In regard to dependent claim 15, Baker does not specifically disclose receiving content 
and styling information for the first chart, second chart, and the third chart; ... based on the 
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information for the first chart, second chart, and the third chart; and content and styling 
embodying the instructions in the computer-readable medium. However, Haneda shows charts 
containing information (Figure 5 and Figurell). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, providing Baker the benefit 
of selecting having rows that receive styling information required by the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose generating the instructions in the markup language. 
However Linsey shows a markup language having instructions (Linsey Col 3 Lines 1-15). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Linsey to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a markup language with instructions, 
which is compatible with web pages. 

In regard to dependent claims 16 and 19, claims 16 and 19 reflect similar subject 
matter claimed in claim 7 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 18, Baker does not specifically disclose receiving content 
and styling information for the first chart, second chart, the third chart the fourth chart, the fifth 
chart, and the sixth chart; ... based on the content and styling information for the first chart 
second chart the third chart the fourth chart, the fifth chart, and the sixth chart; and embodying 
the instructions in the computer-readable medium. However, Haneda shows charts containing 
information (Figure 5 and Figurell). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to apply Haneda to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of selecting 
having rows that receive styling information required by the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose generating the instructions in the markup language. 
However Linsey shows a markup language having instructions (Linsey Col 3 Lines 1-15). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Linsey to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a markup language with instructions, 
which is compatible with web pages. 

In regard to dependent claim 21, Baker discloses a first map element specifying a first 
image map; a second map element specifying a second image map; a first image element 
referencing a first image to be rendered in a first area and the first image map; (Baker Col 21a 
second image element referencing a second image to be rendered in a second area and the 
second image map Lines 24-40 and Col 9 Lines 27-33) (Baker Col 3 Lines 23-26); 

Baker does not specifically disclose and a third image element referencing a third image 
to be rendered in a third area; wherein the first map element includes an area element that has: 
a geometry that overlaps at least part of the first area and does not overlap the second area; and 
an event attribute specifying replacement of the second image map with a third image map in 
response to an event. However, Haneda mentions a similar event (Haneda Col 9 Lines 1-18). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Haneda to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of overlapping and replacing images important for 
display to the user. 

Baker does not specifically disclose the geometry specified by the shape attribute. 
However, Linsey mentions a similar event (Lindsey Col 27 Lines 10-40). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Linsey to Baker, 
providing Baker the benefit of having a shape attribute for display to the user. 
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8. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baker et al. (herein after Baker) U.S. Patent No. 5,226,118 filed 1/29/1991 in view of 
Haneda et al. (herein after Haneda) U.S. Patent No. 6,016,502 filed 7/25/1996 and in further 
view of Schwerdtfeger et al. (herein after Schwerdtfeger) U.S. Patent No 6,725,424 Bl filed 
12/9/1999. 

In regard to dependent claim 23, Baker does not specifically disclose wherein said step 
of replacing the second chart with the third chart includes reassigning a first source attribute in 
a Document Object Model (DOM) object to reference an image stored in an image file 
associated with a second source attribute. However, Schwerdtfeger mentions Document object 
models that are used in the process (Schwerdtfeger Col 3 Lines 25-30). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Schwerdtfeger to 
Baker, providing Baker the benefit of attributing a Document Object Model for better 
functionality of the process. 

In regard to dependent claim 24, Baker does not specifically disclose wherein said 
event relating to the first chart is a mouse over event relating to the first chart. However, 
Schwerdtfeger mentions a mouse over process (Schwerdtfeger Col 9 Lines 38-52). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Schwerdtfeger to Baker, providing Baker the benefit of having a mouse over event relating to the 
charts for easier viewing by the user. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments flled 3/4/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues that there is no computer readable medium containing instructions 
for presenting the information (Page 19 Para 4). However, Baker mentions that the invention 
includes a computer system, which stores the information (Baker Col 3 Lines 10-26). 

The applicant also argues that Haneda fails to disclose the limitations not taught by Baker 
(Page 20 Para 3). However, Haneda mentions related information (Haneda Col 1 1 Lines 45-48) 
and Haneda shows charts (Figure 5 and Figure 11), which certain rows can be deleted (Figure 7 
and 8) and it is understood that certain rows can be deleted and the remaining rows can shift 
together. 

The applicant also argues that Linsey does not disclose of the markup language (Page 21 
Para 2). However, Linsey mentions in claim 7 that a hypertext markup language is used in the 
process. 

Conclusion 

1. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi'om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Londra C Burge whose telephone number is (571) 272-4122. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




LCB 

5/27/2005 



